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ABSTRACT , 

Based on research suggesting spatial zones of 
proximity in human behavior (individual^ have definable zcnes of 
intimate, personal, social, and public space} , it was hypothesized 
thait "framed shots* 1 of people on television screens would Suggest 
specific distances to the viewei^ The hypotheses were thatl subjects 
would estimate a greater "interpersonal distance for each so££e%ding 
shot ranging from close*iip £o lohlg shot, .and that subjects would 
perceive a given shot in relation to a similar interpersonal 
distance* After a brief explanation of the nature of' subjective 
shots, t*5 subjects were asked to estimate the distances between * 
viewer and eight subjective shots of people framed in a television 
screen* The shots varied between extreme close-ups and long shots. 
Seven order-relationships were possible for each, ^sub j£ct, allowing 
315 pairs of distance comparisons with which, to test -the hypotheses* 
The analysis of £ata indicated that (1) regardless cf tfce order in 
which shots were seen, the subjects estimated greater distances 1 
ranging from close-up to long shot; (2) mean distances fop shots 
differed* significantly: and (3) the variance within each shot was 
high but increased' proportionately to the mean.,* These findirgs * 
str<Jiigly indicated that the manner in which a person is pictured 
within a frame createsVa phenomenon related to perception of physical 
distance, (BI) 
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( Recent studies of television technique 'have attempted to outline a 
set of rules for predicting audience perception of,, and response to certain 
media variables* This research irtto'a media "grammar" has focused on 

reaction to such variables as speed o^ prestentatibn (Schlater, 1970)', 

* * * ^ 1 * » * 

camera^ gngle .(Tiemens, 1970; Mandelf and Shaw,* 1973), the*value of varying 
sfeots (Williams, 1965), and shot selection (Wur^zel and Dominick", 1972)* 
Implicit in this research has been .the^ assumption that a culturally 
universal/*grammar of telecommunication exists and that it is discoverable 
through,, empirical studies of audience reaction. While this research has been 
designed to fill a scientific* void in the justifications for production 

tecfinique's, its own narrow Orientation has prevented it from exploiting 

* *j * • 

all possible' sources of relevant research and theory* * * 

/**'"* * * 

Typically, the desirability of empirical researcKhas been stated in, 

* * / i ' - 

relation, to a need for systematic investigations of current practice, 
t^ose "production guidelines whl$h have developed through trial and error, 
intuition,* arid traditiopa" (Wurtzel and Dominick, 197^}* „The resulting 
studies have been limitje^ to testing production guidelines, and the 
rationale for .hypotheses has been drawn primarily from traditional 

practice, common sense, -or intuition* /In terms of theory these studies 

* * x 

h£ve not g6ne much farther than the 'average production handbook* Williams 

(1965), for example, studied the a<fvisability of changing shots for 

* fc • * 

variety sake'al'one 'Ca commdfi practice)* He developed his hypothesis by 

p 1 / * >* * 

* * 5 

saying: "On a ^trictly theore^ip^l level it would? seem logical t o , m 
hypothesize that the introduction of variety through the selection of 

- r n r ' - . ', / - 

different shots mould have a* beneficial effect upon interest" (emphasis 
pine ) * Similarly, in a study testj!ng\the principle that ^low camera angle 



causes .perceived dominance , Tiemens (1970) stated: "Although the author 
has been able to find no scientifically gathered evidence to support 
the principle, there has been little doubt that' the principle has some 
validity." * 

Even where some theory has' been introduced (as in Wurtzel \and 
Domlnick> 1972) it hasrljeen brought* in to support or reject a convention, 
and the emphasis remains on the relationship between research findings and 
, conventional industry practice* The results, therefore, have been defined 
more in terms of practice than in terms of theory* Wurtzel and Dominick 
^1972), for example, stated: '*We have demonstrated some empirical support 
for one of the conventions endorsed by television directors and actors;" 
and Williams (1965) drew conclusions ''diametrically opposed to standard 
practices as they exist in commercial, Educational, and instructional 

television** While such studies may serve a positive function, they are 

ft 

limited to the extent that they examine professional techniques without 

en^hasizlng the construction of underlying theories of production variables* 

/ One reason for the paucity of concrete theory in these studies may be 

the tendency in television research to exclude frop analysis findings from 

i *^ 
potentially relevant interpersonal behavior research* Barrow and Westley 

/ 

(1958 X in choosing pertinent studies 'to^ include in their early summary of 

the literature, made.the following decision; "Studies 'involving person- 

* 

to-person. or face-to-face communication were ruled out of our population* 

* * 

Only studies involying communications to a £roup were included**** Studies 
involving non^ electronic communications***wbre excluded fryn our population* 
Perhaps following Barrow and West^ey*s lead, tfteAcxpejriinental hypotheses 
and designs related to television assume* for the ipbst^rt:, that responses 



to media stimuli are determined by the manipulation of media variables 

alone, 'and that television has k a grammar of its own, isolated from other 

conventions of behavior and culture* 

If a strong relationship could be discovered bptw^en media variables 

and variables inherent in interpersonal Interaction, then a wider theoretical 

base for<"the investigation of media "grammar** would be established since 
■ 

theories from Interpersonal research could be applied .to the media* With 
such. a goal i in mind, this study examines the possible connection between 
one interpersonal variable * speaking distance - and television shot 
selection* A body of interpersonal behavior research (described below) 
has suggested the existence of a systematic use of, and response to ace 



and distance in live interactions* This research could be applied to an 

* - v 

analysis of television shots if a connection between shots and distance J^j 

4 

could be discovered* , * - * 

There are several perceptual phenomena related to television which * 

pight be described In terms of distance* One is thfe visual "relationship" 

■ \ " ' ' > ' . 

'between the viewer and the image* This relationship exists at every moment < 

that a person watches television* In any one shot the viewed is shown a 

specific amoun£^>f a scene^pcrson, or object* T he s ubject may be shot in , 

"6lose-up," ,! medium shot," or "long shot*" This framing variable creates 

a mediated distance between ,fche viewer and the content of the image* ^ 

Shots of a football game, for exanple, can "place" the vi^er outside of 

the huddle or In the last row of the stands* The distance^ is 'Mediated" 

■and not "real" 'because £hc image 'is flat, conveys a limited amount of 

t * t * * 

sensory information, and thus abstracts for the viewer only a fraction of 
the contingencies of ^actual physical presence* Response is further 



af Acted by such situational variables as the nature of 'the t^levirfed event 

^\ > / ■ ■ ; 4 

(documentary vs- fiotion, for &camplfejy viewer ; dlstance from* the screefl^ 

.■ ■ ^ * * 

screen size, viewing angle, . and^other^aapects of the itnneiJla&e environment 

(lighting^noise, architecture, "number of other people, etc*)* 'Wevertbeles 

viewing the televisi^pn ^hpt might syjggest an approximate distance from the- 

televised subject: At any -paint the viewer*s perception of th6 image 

V - ~ 

might be compared to something seen ^live at distance X* - + 

A. second type of distance - .portrayed* distance - is*"ah Extension of , 
the -viewer/ image distance* Not imiy does the viewer. eiqpejrietice the imagQ 

at a mediated distance , but; he alste sees spatial relationships within'. 

* * + <* ' ■ 

the image* For -example, in additidn to feeing the huddle at a certain* * 

1 ' * / J • . • 

distance, the ,footba!l watcher also sees distances among the placers in 



the huddle* -Portrayed distances atfply to relationships 4 among people 

and objects/ Fox tlarity, hotiever* a teleyised sanuence involving a 

* " - y * 

N simple two-character interaction will be used as an example in describing 4 

- portrayed distance * At»any point duVing such a televised interaction the 

„ j \ • • ■ 7v ■ 

distance, between fctie tw<T characters can ba estimated, 

Portrayed dlstance 't:an be divided into two categories * portrayed 

< - * , * 

objective dj&t^nce . 4 aad portrayed subjective distance ; that is, a division 
* \ * ™" ™~ — * * 

. \ / * ■■ , * - v 

qtade on the basis of typ £ypes of + shots - "objective " and "suBjective. 

* . it 

* i \ + * + 41 * * * 

Ughtman (1970) describes* ah ^objective" film shot as one that. "maintains - 

the^role oi detached observer," where the camera assumes "whatever angle 

° vill best poiftpfay th^actiqn,"? The point of view presented by the 

objective shot^is not that of any particular persop within the actldni 
i ■ * 

Instead it selects ap 1 observatiorTpoint for the* viewer* One way. to 



represent an interaction between two people is to sWw them both at the 
same time bousing an objective shot* It is then passible to describe the 
physical distance at which tbey appear to t?e standing from each other* * 



On the other hand,' an interaction between two characters can also 

' . ■ 1 . | 

be portrayed by "subjective" shots* A subjective shot "assumes the point 



of view of one of the characters 11 (Lightman, 19?Q)* it shows the viewer\what 
one person within the action sees* /A subjective shot of a two-character 
interaction would show only one person^ Snd the shot' would be taken from ' 
the angle and viewpoint of the j second person* Subjective shbts are 
commonly 1 used in television and film* _In a conversation between person -A 
and person for^example, first a subjective shot of person A might be 
shown, then a subjective 1 ^hot of person and then back to a subjective 
shot of person A, Although only one person is .shown in any one subjective 
shot, th$ size of the image with respect to the screen may suggest a p 

, t *\f ' ' i - .. , t ■ : . . ■ 

physical distance betweeen the' two characters* 't* 

™x \ * Insert figure 1 about here v • * 
' ' \ — ^ 



• ^ .„ ... W Pp-dtU* ^ ion 

1) mediated viewer/ image distance , 2) portrayed objective distance , 
and 3) portrayed subjective distance (seSpfigure 1)* The viewer^image 



distance would be the most complex to £tudy since it$ investigation depends 

* ■ ' ' *■ .. . * 

upon an understanding of the other two distances and involves added 

" ■ * 

situational variables * On the other hand, Jiie second/^istance - 

portrayed oblectivp distance - is an overly ^simple start for analysis 

df shots in terms of distance* After-all, the concerned parties are both- 



visible at the sane time, they Interacts within the same channel of communi- k 

1 

cation, and their spatial relationship is usually clear* , The logical start 

for a preliminary study Is therefore the third distance,- -pott rayed 

subjective distance- which directly concerns the correspondence between 

t 

m^dia dis tance v and interpersonal .distance* ' . , 

This tttudy examined the'abilit^y of judges to estimate the distance 

between >two* people on the basis. of a "shot" of one of 'ihem as seen by 'the- - 

■* * * 

other (i,e,,^ subjective s&pt')* If such judgments can be made, and if 

, t* * * * - * 

the £stimate<^ distance for given v shots is* consistent across many* judges,- 

then one relationship is established between the manner in which a person - 

is pictured withJ&t.a 'frame and suggested physical distance, ■* 

* , t Theoretical Background ' 

Although there are some hints in television and film handbooks that . 

i [ * r % *■ 

distance is a factor shot selection -\such as the 4 terminology " close -up 11 
* 0r "lonq .shot 11 - ahots* are rarely discfUssed in terms of actual physical 
distance* Instead the framing variable > is often , analyzed, iq relation to 
siae or abstract concepts of psychological adjustment* Film scholar 

• l<*wi£ Jacobs (1970)-, for example, notes that "The size of an^bject affects 
our feelings as well as our' recognition and under$tanding of it* 'Big 1 and 

/ pt llttle* particularize dad generalize* The close-up focuses attention on 

whatsis important through magnification of relevant details and exclusion 

of unwanted portions of a subjept. The full sTiot encompasses all of the 

* ^ I ' 
/ subject: and facilitates , recognition." Film .theorist AndreSBfc&in (1967), in 

explaining* the prevalence of the medium shot, notes that ,f ,,,the director ^ 

r ' . - 

'retur^a^ as, often ad lie can^to- a shot of ttje character from the knees up, 
'Which' is said to be hest suited to catch thfi spontaneous, attention of the 
viewer kthe* natural £b£nt of balance of his mental adjustment* 1 * 



An evaluation of television shots ih terms of distance would provide 

*a more concrete base for analysis than size or- Vental adjustment* 11 The 

full significance of any diS£0ver^d~*el*t?&mship between shot "framing* 1 

and distance, however^ can* only be "fully appreciated within the context 

of* the theory and xeiearfch it* the area of ^distance in interpersonal, inter* 

action* ^ * ^ 

* », 

The theoretical perspective for^this investigation was derived both ' 
from research into the ' significant of space and distance in interpersonal 
coojmunicatibns^and from selected findings and Reliefs in tfiher ^fields w^ich 



suggest that distance is a factor in the* perception of "framed" pictures* 

* * » v \ . * * 

The theoretical background below ,is there$ea:e divided into two sections - 



"Distance Communication " and ."Framfcd pistaflce*^ , - 

Distance Communication v ■ 

— : — r7 ~ ' ■■ , " ■ • 

It has been v found that man constantly uses his body and objects to 
divide space in specific and patterned ways* He sets' distances between* 
himself and others on tfee^basts of the nature of the interaction (Hall, . 
1*59* 1?66; Mehrabian, 1971; Scheflen, 1972) * Thus, in interpersonal 
interactions/ the distance between individuals and the organization of 
sp^ce in general (such as where and hoy ^furniture is arranged) hps signifi- 
cance apart from verbal messages^ and even frcfc meanings derived from bodily 

4 

postures and gestures* The "^meanings" derived from spatial configurations 
are *not necessarily specific *'they may not be translatable into words or 
concepts - but they affect an individual's approach to an interaction and 
the -influence the "selection" of available messages* At distance x, for 
example, a speakers verbal message may take precedence over his facial 
'appearance* *At distance- y*, the opposite may be true* Similarly, distance 



may affect the degree of reaction to an individual in terms of his 
soc^tft\role as opposed to his individual characteristic 5 (Hall, 1966)* 

Edward T* Hall (1959, 1966) has 'done extensive work "in 'the area of man' 
"silent languages* 11 ■ Hall has examined the use of space and the 'significance 
of varying social distances- He sa^s, "It is in the nature of animals, 
including man, to exhibit behavior which we call territoriality* —In so 
doing, th^y use the senses to distinguish between one space or distance 

and another* The specific distance chosen depends off the transaction; 

f t 

the relationship of the interacting individuals, how they feel, and what 

they are doing 1 ' (Hall," 1966)- 

In animals, spatial ^zones are so precise that *they can be measured in 

* 

centimeters (Pall; 1966) * Responses tq space, such as flight, can also be 
predicted with extreme accuracy* It has been more difficult to isolate 
spatial zones in man because the use of space is, for the most part, un* 
conscious 'and because,, in some quarters,' the existence of territoriality 
in man was bitterly denied until the 1960's (Scheflenr.1972) . Hall (1966) 

■ * ^ 

has nevertheless been able to'outliiie four discrete spatial. zones, each 
wtth^e near and far phase: intimate, personal, social,, and public* 

On the/basis of interviews and observations in the i/ortheasterh ^ 
seaborad, Hall established the following dimensions for the near and 

V 

■ * * * 

far phases of each zone: * , 

Intimate * close J - zero to six inches 

far «-.s£x to eighteen -inches 

Personal close r 1% to 2\ feet y 

far 2% to 4 feet 
■ ■ * ^ * ■ • f 

Social . v close - 4 to 7 feet ^ . 

* * * far - 7 to 12 feet 

r ■ : 

Public close*- 12 'to 25 feet - 

* far * 25 feet or jnore 



Ball claims that these zpnes are automatically established by both 

parties' to an Interaction on the basis of the nature of the interaction* 

2 < 

The names of the zones suggest their appropriate use* > 

s ■ 

> Hall claims that the existence of the four spatial zones is universal* 

That is, a gerspn from any culture will use all four kindtf of zones and the 

use will vaty with the type of interaction* What is not universal* however* 
t 

is the specific distance, in feet and inches* that a , culture assumes for 

v ' 
each one of the zonesf* ' # 

The classic example of non-universality is the interaction between tfio 

businessmen who meet in. a, long corridor* One of them is Latin American* 

tbe other tme is American* Soth want the interaction to be friendly*, and 

the^r J>oth ^naturally- and- unconsciously try to. stand within the appropriate 

"personal zone*" Yet the Latin Americans "personal, sone tf is much smaller 

than that of the American* And when the Latin Ameiicap sets the distance*- 

the American becomes uncomfortable. For the American this is 11 intimate 1 * 

Space* and &o^e moves b^|t* The tat in American is now'at what to him is 

"social" distance and he feels remote* 'so he moves in again* This process 

continues as the two move all the way down -the long corridor* At the end* 

of the interaction* tft& Latin American has the vague feeling that; the 

American Is cold and unfriendly, and the American feels that the . Latin 

American is pushy* or even homosexual* * * 

J Support for Hall *s" theories has come ftom-many sources* McBride* King 

^arid'James (1965) ^studied the, effect of varyftig interpersonal ^distances on 

galvanic skin respo'nse (GSR)* a measure of a tress and emotion* They found 

. a consistent Inverse relationship between distance^and GSR - the smaller .the 



distance the greater the response* Their findings suggest that distance has 
a definite emotional eff&ct op Individuals, and Is therefore en "important \ 
fafctor In In^rpersoriat Interaction!* Stelnzor (1950) noted a relationship 
between different instances from a speaker and the varying abilrty to focus 
on his verbal message/ This suggests that HaU's^notlon of different appro*. ' 
prlate zones for different Interactions Is correct." Albert and Dabbs,(1970) 
found further support for the ides of appropriate spatial zones and noted a 
variation in "selected" stimuli at different distances. The variation coincided 
with, the type of communicatioft predicted by Hall at these respective distances* 

, Willis (1966) and Mehrabian (19686) both found that distances varied consis- 

* * 

teptly as a function of the speakers' relationship. Mehrabian (1968a) found 

* j- * 

a systematic relationship between the^distance set' In ^interactions and the 

liked/disliked, high status/low status, and male/female variables* Set # . 

distances are apparently so consistent* that Willis (1966) even suggested 

that speaking distance be part, of an operational definition of interpersonal^ 

relationships. That is, a specific distance between two people during an 

interaction might be used to define the nature of the Interaction, and the 

nature of their relationship* 

* * * 

Support for Hall's belief that the dimensions of the zones vary cultur- 
ally Is ^ so convincing* Watson and Graves (1966) found significant differ- 
ence^ between the.proxemlc behavior of Arab dnd American students* 
In^slmilar interactions the Arabs stood much closer* Collett (1971) showed " , 
that Englishmen who were trained to behave nonvetfcalty like 'Arabs were 
reacted to more favorably by Arabs than * Englishmen who^ehaved "naturally*" 
little (1968) found evidence £hat people from Mediterranean cultures stood 
closer than Korth Europeans* ' — 



12 



Framed Distance , \ t m . ^ ^ 

Atelevdsion shot is essentially an image within a/rame* 'Evidehce from 
several*f ields, .including anthropology, at% 9 and psychology, suggest that 
the manner in which a person or object is pictured within, a frame creates 
a phenomenoh related to the perception of distance* 

~ EdwardHaii (1966) has researched the sensorial^ correlate? of varying * 

■ t * * * * 

interpersonal distances* v Qne sense he has described is vision* At "anv.given 
, interpersonal distance, says Hall, one sees a specific amount of the other. 
peVson clearly* Hall*s descriptions may be relevant to t£levisioy* While a 

television shot distorts visual cues, to some extent (no binocular vision,- no'v" 

*■ 

peripheral vision, distorted colors, a specific depth of field over which the 
individual has no control, etc*), any given shot of a person frames the Individ* 
ual th a certaih way* It may show only Kis head, or only his head and shoulders 
or it may picture his whole body with varying amounts of space arouddlit* If 
the- particular shot is meant to represent what Person A sees (a subjective 
shot), then (he way Person Ik is framed within Che shot might suggest a dis- 
tance ^ Between the two people* ^ 

That distance is an important aspect of the "framed** picture is stated by 

■ J 

-the artist, Maurice Grosser, in The Painters Eye * Grosser suggests that the 

unique.effect of a portrait on the viewer results from a phenomenon related to 

^interpersonal distance**. The closeness of artist and model yields a portrait 

* t *■ ■ ■■ 

which allows "the peculiar sort of Communication, almost a conversation, that * 

* -w 

the person who looks' at the*pi£ture is able to hold^with the person painted ther 

1 In his discussi6n of pojrtr^its, Grosser Implies' that the size of the 

; ' * 

figure is not the kejr variable determining the response to a picture* What 
Is important is the distance that is suggested by the relative size of the 
figure .within the frame* An awflfdote about non* comprehension of the film 
meditim suggests that distance is the Key variable there as well* Gump'ert 



(19?0) tells of a film prepared* for a primitive tribe to instruct them in - 
the elicoination^of a troublesome insect. Within the film were close-ups of 
the insect* The natives were not impressed by the film*' They reacted by 

saying that if they had insects that big, thed^they would worry* Their 

i + * 

response to the close-ups was in terms of size, not distance; they thought 
they. were seeibg^a film, about giant insects* Similarly Balazs (195T) 
* records that "when Griffith first showed a big close-up ip a Hollywood - 

cinema and a huge * severed* head smiled at the public ** there Was a 

j 

panfc in the cinema** 1 , 

These~stories reveal that one primary rule of the cinema is that the 
size of an object in relation to 'the screen does not generally indicate its 
absolute size* but ponveys a distance between the object and ^e camera* s 

r ^ ' * 

eye* Thus, when the earner^? functions subjectively and shows the field of * 
vision of a character,- it also defines spatial relationships - the 

i . . 

character*s physical distance from the things he sees* ^ . 

Psychologist WiTtiam D^mbers (1964) notes that the size 'of an image 
cast oh the retina tty a familiar object is .a cue to its distance, **As mx 
object of fixed size moves away from an individual," says pembe'rs, **there 
is a corresponding decreasmn the size of the image that the object casts 
on the reiftna. ^he proximal size of a target is, thelfe^re,' one potential 
source of information about its distance*** 4 Another psychologist; William 

H\ - r ^ 

Ittelson (1960), provides one reasdh why retinal size o£ the image of another 
■ * * ■ 

person /'serves as a cue to distance and not size* Ittelson mentions **the 
teita wiW which we hold orf to our assumptions regarding the metric 
properties of persbns as we think they really are as -opposed to what we see*** 
Thus in life when the retinal image of a person grows smaller we do not think 



^ \ 

of, the person as getting smaller^ we think of him going \farther away« 

Similarly, regardless of the site of the image of a pfetson within the tele^ 

hi f f " 

vision frame, we ought to react t<i the picture in terms of distance, 

* 

not- size. If a given shot represents the vision of a character,' then the* 
screen becomes, in effect, th$t character* s retina* ^The* relative- size of 
people or objects within the screen sh6uld therefore serve as a cue to the 

distance of people and objects from the* character* 

* * 

Hypothesis * * 

*. * ■ 

The above theoretical background •suggests that: 1) space and distance 

play a large and often unconscious role jtn interpersonal communication^ and 

2), that distance is likely to be a factor, in the perception of television 

shots as well* These two concepts, lead to the general hypothesis that 

there is a systematic relationship between thfe manner in which a person is 

pictured within a frame (painting, televflion screen, film screen, etc*) 

and varying interpersonal distance* Further,' if the framed person represents 

what another person sees (as in a subjective shot), it is believed that a 

■ »* m 

* * " " * 

specific distance between the two people is suggested* 

Specifically, if judges are shown a series of subjective shots: 
a} all judges should "estimate a greater interpersonal distance for 
each succeeding shot ranging from close-up to long shot* £ 
b) all judges should perceive a given shot in relation to a similar 

. interpersonal distance* 
These are the specific hypotheses that were tested* 



Methodology , * 

Forty-five students from introductory communication courses at 

Queens College served as judges in the experiment* Each judge was given » 

> 

an envelope with, eight 5" x 8" index cards* On each card a 3" x 4" tele-* 
vision screen *as drawn and a person or portion of a person was pictured 

within the screen* The eight "shots, 11 A-H,* corresponded to Hi Her son's \ 

• ■ 

(1961) classifications: 

A* Face shot (very close-up) - the face occupying the full 

screen area** t * \ 

B* Big close-up (full head) - the head occupying 5/6 of * 1 

M ^ r 1 ■ * 

* * 

, the vertical height of the^screen* 
" * C* Close-up (head and shoulders) - the head occupying 2/3 
of the screen* 

D* Medium close-up (bust shot) - the head occupying 1/2 of +. 

* * ^ 

the screen* ^ * ^ 

E* Mid-shot (waist s£ot) - i3ie head\ occupying 1/3 of'the £creen* 

^ • * * 

F* 3/4 shot (medium shot) the head occupying^ 1/6 of the screen* ^ „ 

G* Full* length shot - the head occupying 1/8 of' the screen* — 

f 

H* Long shot - the body, fills 1/3 to 3/4 <jf the screen height 
(in shot used the tiody fills approximately 2/3 of the . 
screen height)* " 1 

Every judge was presented 'with a different order of thfe eight shots*', 
Iij addition to the shots, every judge had ei^ht pairs of silhouette figures", 
eight legal-size pieces of paper and a box of paper clips* "The silhouette 
figures were three inches tall and the judges were told that they repre- 
sented six-foot tall individuals* A line running the length of' each 



ft * *- 

f 

legal-size piece of pajfer had small marks every half-Inch to, indicate one 
foot* of "real" distance. , Figures could be placed anywhere from one- eighth 
inch to 13 inches apart (nose-tot-uose). This__scaled distance -corresponded 
to a range of three inches to 26 feet (see figured). 



" • — ] . 

- Insert figure 2 abbut here 1 

■ . , -* — ... — „ f ; 

Aifter a brief explanation of thet^i^ture o£ subjective shots, judges 

/ * 

were asked to estimate the distance two peopl^ were, standing from each 
other" on tfie basis of subjective shots of on^ person. Each judge looked 
at^bne shot at a time and then clipped the figures at whaffce felt was 

an appropriate interpersonal distance. Judges* wei^ not allowed to go back! 

P * ^ J 

to an earlier shot to review their estimates* 

K * * v ' 

/* ' 

' Results 

^ The experimental design yielded data for 45 judges across eight treat- 
ments.^po^iesis (a) was tested' first^ It was hypothesized that the*dis- 
tance should increase Tas the shots ranged from close-up (A) to'long shot (H), 
For each, judge seven possible order-relationships are considered: A-B, B-C # 
*C-D f D-E, E-F, F-G, G-H., 1^ the hypothesis is correct* the distance- chosen 
*for the second shot, in eaclj. pair should have been greater than the distance 
chosen for the first* Of the total of 315. such, pairs, (seven, for each of, 45, 

judges) only 31 did not yield the hypothesized relationship (9.85Q. " 

t 

Hypothesis (a) was supported by §1,2% of the pairs. , In addition to this * 
intuitive analysis it is possible to express the same results statistically. 
The judges 1 raw scores were converted into ranks (1*8) and Kendall's co* 4 
efficient^ of concordance W (Siegel, 1956) was used. It was found that W 
was equal to .98 and that the data was signficant beyond the .0005 level. 



> * * Next, an^anslysis # o£ variance was performed* Means and variances vera 

calculated, 5Ehe variance for each shot was high, -and not surprisingly, thfe 

variance increased across treatments proportionately to the Increase in the 

means (as seenj in Table 3) J? Since this occurred, "it vas necessary to perform 

a logarithmic Irans format ion of the data (Schuessler, 1971) -before'using 

parametric statistics. A logarithmic trans format jUm tends to equalize the 

* ■ ■ * 

variance while foaintaining the original ratios among the means). The 

analysis of variance for correlated measures (ftiner, 1971) vas performed 

on tHe transformed data and indicated highly significant results between- + 

treatments (Table 1). " " / ■ * . 

, - Insert Table 1 about here ^ y 



'T6 test Aether or not adjacent, means differed significantly, Scheffe 

y ■ ** * ■ ■ * 

tests (McHfemar, 1962) were performed (Table 2). All ^of. the means differed 
significant ly*at least at the .05 level, indicating that hypothesis . (b) was 
supported by the data. Consequently a table vas constructed (Table* 30 

comparing the mean distance fox 1 each shtft to the corresponding spatial 

. ' J ■ " . ■ ; 

(according to HaS^l, 1966). 



% ' Insert Table 2 and 3 abqut here 
^ — - — — ----- — - — — 



All of Hall's zones ranging ^rom "far* intimate" to'fclosejpublic 11 were 
matched with shots: Shot A (face shot), for example, corresponded to "far 
Intimate space;" shot C*(head an& shoulders) corresponded to the beginning 
of "far personal space;^ 1 and shot D (bust shot) to the end of "far personal 
apace;" and shot H (long shdjt) corresponded to "close public space." - * 



\ * V - 

* ' 

Caution should be taken in strictly applying the ^hot/distance continuum, 
however^ because of the degree of variance ,tn estimated distance within 
each treatment (Table 3). 

Two zone 3, "close Intimate' 1 and~"far public 1 ! were not matched with 

* *■* * 

• * 4 - * 

shots* .Hilferspn's classification of shots, however; also includes a 

- ^<. * * 

''tighter, shot" (extreme clpse-iip) which was not used In the study, and his 

> ■ . ■ ; 

definition of a "long shot'V allows for "looser" shots than the long shot 

judges were given* It Is likely* therefore, that there are shots corres- 

\ \ * 

ponding to "close intimate 11 and '"far public" space as well* 

• Xn summary, both -hypotheses were' supported and a shot/distance continuum 
was constructed (Table 3). i 

Discussion and Suggested Research , 
* The analysis of theWta indicated: 1) that regardless %£ the order 
in which shots were seen, jtjdges estimated greater distances ranging from 
close-up to long shot, 2) thftt the mean distances for shots differed signi- 
ficantly, an4 3) that' the variance within each shot was higirbut increased , 
proportionately to the, mean* 

The findings therefore strongly suggest fchat'the manner in which a 

person is pictured within a* frame creates a phenomenon related to perception 

U — i 

of physical distance., TheTiigh variance might indicate that a given shot 
conveys a general rather than a specific .distance, or it might indicate that 
the aieaduring device was nofr>precise^ The device used required judges to 
translate perception of real space into a very small scale (one half inch 
«* one foot)* < Other Measuring dcyices might be tried in future studies; tn 
anyicase, the Variance increased pro^prtionately to the increase in the ^ 
means, suggesting that the response across treatments was consistent. 



* Since this' stftdy w^s^oncerted with 'portrayed subjective distance,' 1 
the only direct applications areJiin terns of subjective shots* The higft 
statistical significance of the results, however, has widespread implications 
lit that it suggests many other desirable research' projects* Investigations * 
are needed^to^ determine tfre'ex-ttent to which distance is & factor in the 
viewer/image relationship and r fche degree to which re&otidtis to actual * 



physical space can bemused as" a general ,guide in planning, predicting, 
abd analyzing audience response tp all types of shots* Of greater , 
significance is the possibility that television ''grammar" is a derivative 
of the "grammar" of interpersonal behavior,: Thg degree to which a. media p 
sequence either replicates or distorts Riven interpersonal cues may 
determine audience perception and response * Comprehension, for example, 
may depend upon the general adherence to "rules" derived from interpersonal 

•/ < , 

behavior, while shades of ^meaning and special effects may be created by . 
various deviations from these rule£» Perhaps of greatest significance is 
the fact that interpersonal behavior varies cross ^culturally, and that any 
strong connection betweerj^ interpersonal and television variables would ^ 
thereby thrust med£a production jand* criticism intp a cross-cultural • 
perspective* Further studies are needed, of course, before widespread 
assumptions can be made* / 

1 ' * ' " 

The expapded discussion below is divided into three sections r 
1) implications regarding thp u^e of subjective shots, 2) potential implica- 
tlons for^Jthe; viewer /image relationship, and 3) possible media* correlates 



of other interpersonal variables/ Relevant cyoss-cultural implications 



are presented throughout* The second and .th^rd sections are^ primarily 
outlines d£ possible research topics which are related to the theoretical 

background and 'findings/ of this study* 



2Q 



Subjective Shots \, - ' - 

Ihasjnuch as the ,data\ indicates that a subjective shot suggests a distance 
between two people t the fundings may be^nterpretld as* haying signifipance'. v 
* in the development of theory regarding production vatiables and audience, 
♦response* specifically t the 'Waning" or effect of a s^jeotive shot can 
be partially outlined, 1 " The study results syggest that it is possible^fco 
-describe aspects of relationships wffeLsubjective^shots alone t without the, 

use of objective shots and^evfen without dialogue* If two people* are" shown 

interacting i t n subjective close-ups, for example, the distance between them ' x 
is 'roughly described, and to the extent that interpersonal distance defines* '* 

" ■ - • . ; <. 

relationships (Willis, 1966), the nature_of their relationship is defined. 

" "With regaVd tip the establishment of rules for production , however, * - ' 
the implications of the bindings ,are somewhat ambiguous* On the one hand f , 
by indiqating that viewers perceive distance £n subjective shots, the findings 

suggest a- setfof rules for composition of "grammatical" visual forms, such 

' -7* ■ / 

as the selection of "appropriate" shots or ft proper" matching of subjective / 

shots 50 objective, shots. The connection' between distances and shots' Also 

suggests . "wrong" shots - or ones that' create special effects* If two people 

are <seen standinfe^at "personal distance" in an objective shot and the , 

sub jective shots are long shots ("public distance") , then psychological* - 

.r . ' ' ■ ' 

isolation might 'be suggested, Gonversely t if the subjective* shots in *■ 
a scene suggest a closer distance than the objective shpts used, emo-* 1 ' * 
tional intensity might be conveyed On the surface on migh^. i*n£er that' 
these M rt|les" are quite relevant to commercial directors and to teachers 
of production techniques On the other hand t the study's findings suggest 
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that*a director, like anyone el£e,, , unconsciously perceives shots in terms* of 

n * j * ~ 

distance, and probably naturally produces "grainmatical" media forms. In 
this sense the implications for commercial dir^ctoys, even if tifey w6re 
attentive to resea^cH findto^s, would be'nil; and*even if the , use. of distance 
>in real life situations serves as an accurate guide, to the framing -and use 

of shots, the role of the teacher of production technique m^y be to;simply 

■ c * \ V 4 * - 

leave students ^lone and allow them to adapt their interpersonal intuition * 

to* the stfucturing of visual images* s ' . 

There Is, perhaps only one significant production .application o*f a 

classification of shots in terms of distance* , In addjrifion to explaining one 

aspect of a visuai ^grammar,' 1 a "shot/distance connection -also suggests; that 

there is not one visual gr^ipmar, but many* For while the use of different^ . 

spatial zones in interpersonal interaction, is apjJarently universal^ the 

specific distance :setfor*a given zone varies cross-culturally* TheYefbre 

j 4 - 

fl if a* subjective shot conveys a distance^ there is a different 'appropriate 

subjective shot for every cultural group thajt uses space differently*" J - tn^ 

addition, the contexts in which a given spatial zone is used are alsj ■ / , ( 

- ' V- ^ i 

culture specific. Perception of apace may depend upon whether or not- the 1 

* rt ■ 

person spoken to is a relative, man or a wman, or a member of ait ethnic , 
-or cultural group (Hall, 1966)* It is logical to assume^ thgrefpr^, that^ 
the selection of both subjective and objective shots should vary^and that 
interpretations of given shots would be different for members of different ^ 

.7 ; 

cultures* ' ' , ' * • " « 1 , 

The same misunderstandings that arise in interpersonal interaction * * 
between members of different cultures might also arise from watching J 



films or television programs produced in other countries* Although it is 
'often believed that exported . films favorably portray the native culture, 

they may, in fact, reinforce stereotypes and misconceptions* 'Because of 

- different concepts of space, the Latin American businessman who sees a 

fijjm of Anlerican businessman might still feel that Americans are cold and * 

* ■ ■ 
"impersonal , # and the American businessman might view filmed latin American 

businessmen as pushy or homosexual* These misunderstandings might aris6 

because media '^grammar 11 is assumed to be a universal language* The results 

of this study 'suggest that some type of ^translation^ 1 toay/oe. necessary For 

-full desired impact, propaganda or instructional television 4nd film production^ 

sent abroad [fl&y have to Jbe shot in the visual language of the target culture* 

Teachers tfho have' pr^ducti&n students frcfr different. culMrat backgrounds 

may have to take this into account in ataalysis of the students 1 work, and 

criticism* of television and film,* in general, ma^need to-be put into 

* # * -* " * 

8 ' ' • . 

cultural perspective; . ~ . * 

* . * 
Further studies testing the perception of distance in subjective 

shots on the part of judges from ot&er populations are advisable before ^ 

generalizing the specific findings of this study to other situations* 

Additional research using shots of -animate and inanimate objects should* 

lead to a general^formula for computing distance from actual object size* 

and from size relative to the screen* If the connection between framing 

* ' * » ■ * 

and cultural perception of space stands' the test of further empirical 
-research, /then what is known about cultural "use of distance might be 
applied to an analysis of 4 visual images* ^uifther* since interpersonal 
research 'to date indicates, for the most part, that there are systematic 
cultural differences* in tfre^use of space and distance, yet has only 



chertejl a small fraction of the vast and complex cross-cultural matrix, 
productions from different cultural settings might be used to analyze 
varying perceptions of space. 

giefweir/lmage ^ftelationshiP * 

The results of this study sugg§&£ that sufcjectiye shots can spatially 
define 'interpersonal interactions. If^a viewer perceives a certain distance 
betwepfe 7 two people it is likely that he will assume that the people respond* 
to each other in accordance 1 with that distance. After all, regardless of 
the njture of the televised sequence- (news report* fiction, etc.) the two 
characters interact within the same level of reality. Ppr distance^to be 
relevant to subjective^hots, therefore* the viewer does not have to 
personally react to the -distance, he only has to believe that the chara^ter^ 
react to it. In the viewer/image relationship, however, the issue is mor 
complex. Using a methodology almost identical to the one used in this 
study, judges might be asked: If this shot represents what you see of 
another person in real life, how far away would you be from each other? 
Yet even if judges could match the shots to distances fche significance of 
"distance communication 11 to the viewer/image relationship would not be 
determined. Judges might be able to make some connection between a shot and 
distatttp,on the basis of certain visual cues, but this would not mean that 
there is, any connection between viewer responses to television shots and 
responses to actual distance. Studies of the viewer/image "distance" must 

c ' - N 

therefore focu^on discovering reactions to shots and then oti comparing 
these with reactions to actual physical distance. Future research might, 
for example, investigate the'effect of different shots on viewers' galvanic 

J t 

skin response. * r 



Whatever the reaction to shotp, it is no doubt altered by situational 
t - 
variables (figure 1) and future studies might examine their effect* Also 

v o£ significance is the constant non-phys"ical nature of the viewer/Image 
relationship* T^ere can be" no real threat or seduction even at "intimate" 
viewer/image distance* It Is therefore Unlikely that response to 'television 
distance could be as Intens^t as response td actual physical spaed* t . 

, .WWle die emotional effects of varying distance are probably united in 
the viewer/ image relationship another aspect of distance is far more likely 

, to be of significance* 'Changes in Interpersonal dlstanqe cause variation 
in selection of available stimuli, and general perception'of other people* t 

v Iherefore, if tixe viewer ge£s any impression whatsoever of person, scene, 

* or, event from* a shot, it is possible- that the type of Information corres- 
ponds to the type- of information derived at a certain distance* Distance 
factors might, for example, explain viewer perception of, and identification ( 
with characters*? 1 * 

If the viewer/image 'relationship is based on distance, then subjective- 
shots wpuld'have to be analyze^ In terms of the "double" distance" th^t 
they suggest* .In a subjective shot the viewer not only sees spatial 

I 4 

relationships within the action, but he is also "placed" a certain distance 

away from- what: a character sees* One question that mlght^arlse in a 

I 

subjective close-up of a character is whether the viewer^identlfies with 
the character who is looking, or with the character who is seen* 

* . /■-•"■ • ■ ' 

A viewer/image relationship affected by distance cues would suggest 

* / , ' 
cross-cultural variation in selection /of all types of shots* In cultures 

where Interactions take place at closer distances, the director might be 



more likely, to "place" *the viewer cljLftr to scenes and characters* 



<\ 



25 



A cross-cultural comparison of "framing 11 techniques might indicate whether 
or not this is true*' * 

Other Interpersonal Variables ■ ' } , 

v ' i ■ • ■ . 

- 1- - 

A connection between interpersonal distances an£ shot selection suggest 
that other variables inherent in interpersonal behavior tpay aisq have * - 
corresponding media variably* In addition to choosing a close*up, or . 
medium eh<jt, or long shot, ^ director also selects, the area of his subject 
that is included in 'the screen* * A close-up of a person, for example, may 
show his face, or his hands, or even his feet* * -This variable may be. re- - 

lated to eye behavior* * Shots may be designed t^o logically unfold a 

/■ 

scene according to a visual pattem^used in real life situations* ^When * 
a director cuts back and forth between two characters in an interaction, the 
"grammar" of his technique may be derived from £h$ eye behavior of the ' v 
average observer at'a similar live event* If eye behavior is .the determin- 
ing factor in shot selection, cultural differences must again be accounted 
Jjzor* Every culture,has its awn rules for £ye behavior - who has ^ right 
to look,,- at what, and for how long (Hall, 1966)^A|Th^se^cult«ral rules may 
affept productioifvariables such as selection, and length of shots, as well 
as viewer perception of* the final product* ^ 

Rules of eye beftavior would seem to have a direct connection with 
certain television variables because of the visual nature of the medium* 
mutt is not as' dear is the possible connection between othefc senses and 
media* Interactions in real life affbrd participants with information from 
a< complex maAix of sensory perception* Touch, smell, and taste combine 
with visual and 4 aural stimuli to "flesh out 11 perception of events and 
people* Hall (1966), for example, notes that on& cue of "intimate v . 



If 
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If?: 



distance" Is the heat from the other person*s body. If interpersonal 

1, * 

« ■ 

behavior cues, are relevant to perceptions of television cpid filrtt, then 

television's portrayal of a distorted sensory environment has c*oss- 

* . " 

r * a 

cultural implications* The Varying importance of given senses in inter- 
personal interaction is likely to affect response to given shpts and 

; / ■ \ 

sequences* Americans, for example, tend to de-emphasize odor as a source 
of information about others* The less others smell (in both senses) th? 
better. In some cultures^ however, one must be able to smell another's 
breath to know and 'understand him (Hall, 1566). Reaction to the "de* 



^orizfed*^cloS£j^ip would probably differ with such cultural" variations. 

Other behavior patterns which vary with culture and context include 
interaction angle * both lateral an£ vertical, length and pace of 

iteractions, and postural shifts during interactions (Hall, 1966; Scheflen, 
1972). * t is possible that production variables such as camera angle, 
rate of cutting, and camera raovsnjsnt are related to these behaviors. If * 

so, *jse and comprehension, of given media forms would also vary with cul* 

* ■ * * ■ 

ture and context, and studies of production variables would have to go 

beyond tests of the variables, in themselves, and analyze the nature of the 

! ~ 10 ' h ' 

subject matter and likely behavior at similar live events* * ' 

" In jrurnmary, this study's findings apply directly to an analysis of x 
subjective shots, suggest response-based research into the viewer/ image* 
relationship, and ijjdicate^ ajrieed for culture-controlled research 



examining the relevance of other behavior patterns to the creation and com* 
ptehension of television sequences. 
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« % - Footnotes * • -v^ 

Sometimes * however, the nature of the lens and the position of 
characters with respect to the camera can greatly distort normal 
perspective* The long lens often used to capture a baseball _ 
batter and pitcher, 'for example, makes them look much closer 
j than they actually are* Similarly a "zoom-in" on a zoom lens 
creates a very artificial change in perspective (Millerson, 1961)* 

"Close intimate space," for instance, is a "love-hate" distance, 
the distance of lovemaking and wrestling* Even at I 1 far intimate 
distance? 1 "the presence of the other person is : unmistakable and may 
at^ times be overwhelming because of the greatly stepp^dP^^sensory 
inputs 1 ' (Hall, 1966)* n Personal distance' 1 designated "the distance 
consistently separating the members of non-contact species* It might be 
thought of as a small protective sphere or bubble tftat an organism 
maintains between itself and others" (Hall, 196£)* Et "close personal 
spdce" one can easily touch the other person* Hall says that while it 4 
is appropriate for a wife to stay within her husband 1 s "close personal 
'zone,' 1 it is not appropriate for another woman to do so* "Far personal 
distance" is equivalent to keeping someone at arms length* This zone 
binaries "the limit of physical domination in the very real sense" (Hall, 
l$6f>)* Ball states thatithe "far personal zone 1 ' is appropriate for 
"subjects of personal interest and involvement*" Impersonal business 
fcaJeep place at "close social distance*" Co-workers h£ve a tendency to 
use this zone, and it is a common distance at casual social occasions* 
At "far social distance," says Hall, business deals of a more formal 
nature are conducted* He notes that f 'desks in the of fices of important 
people are large* enough to hold visitors at the far phase of social 
distance," Another interesting aspect of this distance is its 
itisulat£ng character* At "far social distance," people within the same 
open space can work independently without feeling compelled to interact* 
A receptionist needs 'this much space, says Hall, to continue to type 
while someone is waiting in the same outer office* "Close public 
distance" is used on more formal occasions* Hall notes that linguists 
have observed a moteL careful choice of words, phrases, and syntactical 
forms at this dl&taftce* "Far- public distance"is the distance 
V automatically set around important public figures" (Hall, 1966)* 
"Public distance" can, however, be used by anyone at public, evenfcj* 
At this distance, th£re are changes in both verbal and non-verbal style* 
Everything, according to Hall, is' "exaggerated or amplified*" 

*s 

In the 31 instances where the distances did not increase as hypothesized, 
the data was further analyzed to uncover any additionaljion-transitivity* 
Tf,for example, judge x chose the following distances for the first four 
Shots: A-5, B-3, C-4, D-6, the initial test> would only reveal one dis-/ 
order in* the A-B p*air> Yet the fact that the distance chosen for C is } 
smaller than that chosen for A is also significant in that it reveals f 
a relationships that contradicts the hypothesis* After such on analysis, 
it vas found that in only 3 of the 31 cases did such ?n additional 
nott- transitivity' appear (9*77*)* 91*3% of the initial di&ordcrs vere 
isolated instances* 
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4. Since this study was concerned with the "framing variable* 1 aajd not 
actual television shots , it is assumed that the general findings 
are relevant to all media which placeman image -within a frame 
(television, film, still photographs, painting, efcc.) ^Unique 
Characteristics of each medium, however,' will no doubt alter the 
overall viewer response. Furthermore, the ratio for vertical 
height to horizontal length for any given image may also affect 
perception of distance. / ' \ 

5. Research supporting Hall's theories indicates that there^is an 
appropriate distance for a given type o£ interaction, that certain 
feelings are associated with given distancesT^n* that stimuli 
selected in an interaction vary with distance. If subjective shots 
correspond to specific distances, they can be matched to the, nature 
of the interaction. Co-workers, f orfexan^le , tend to .interact at * 
"close-social distance" (Hall, 1966), suggesting the umf of a 
subjective shot similar to shot E. Similarly, if subjective 

shots are classified in terms of distance, they can be "correctly" 
matched to distances seen in objective shots .within the same , ^ 
televised sequence. 

6. The. results of this .study actually indicate that such shots are not 
strictly "subjective" because they don't accurately represent what 
* character sees at a Si^f& distance. „ ¥&t this type of shot is 
generally considered* subjective i n television and film literature 
since it is shot trom the perspective of a character. Further, even 
though it may distort subjective visual perception, the overall 
affect of 4 the shot is subjective. 



7. It is possible to distinguish between distance-related media variables 
and distance-related interpersonal variables. Since use of distance 
varies culturally, the distance between people in objective shots 
ougjit to vary with 'the culture of the people. This, however, is an 
. interpersonal variable/* The framing of subjective shots is a media 
variable. This distinction might be important in analyzing productions 
where the characters are from a different cultural* background than the 
director. The characters may interact in one cultural milieu while 
their relationship is portrayed in another. A coqtent analysis, of 
television and film would only t;ell half the story. 



a r 



8. Bie locations of "cultural" boundaries are not always clea^. As Hall ^ 
(1966) and Scheflen (1972) indicate there are different proxemic 
patterns among {subcultures. The issue of "production" for other 
"cultures/* is- therefore, rather complex.^ It might be interesting to 
investigate differing interpretations of network television programming 
across subcultures and regions J <of the United States. —Another area which 
might he investigated is television and film*s potential foir teaching 
cultural* {patterns of distance behavior. * Television, ^Eoc^ex^mple, might 
be acting as a "spatial socializer" for minority group children in 
^Hew York City.* 
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Because of distance factors, an acto£ in af television commercial, for 
instance, might be presented either as an individual who makes an intimate 
appeal (close~up) or as an authority figure tfhose approach is based on 
a social role (medium ,shot or long shot).* The potential effect on 
perception of characters or on identification becomes clearer in a 
sequence involving more than one character* In a cpurtroom sequence, 
for exampla, the director might be able to juggle response to the 
judge and the defendant* With the judge shown at lo^g shot the viewer 1 s 
cotce^n might be mainly with the judge's performance as a judge, while 
in close-ups the cWCern might be in terms of the judge's own feelings 
or his own response to hid role* Alternating the-Jcy(fes of shots might 
preSeUt a more complex perspective to the viewer* The same manipulation 
is possible for the defendant* Witiv shots that convey different distances 
the director might be able to broadly recast the scenario: 1) judge vs* 
defendant (rples - both seen in medium or long shot), 2) judge (medium 
ot long shot) vs* man (close-up), 3) man vs* man (both close-ups), ^nd 
so on* % 

A simple case in point is. low camera angle* If low camera angle cor** 
responds to looking up at someone in real life, then ins effect in a 
television sequence would logically vary* from a situation where a tele- 
vised individual is a public figure, who is bften literally "looked up 
to/ 1 to a situation where the televised individual is a friend or 
anyonetiho is normally seen at the same level* , Neither Tiemens (1970) 
not Mandell and Shaw (1973) took such contextual variables into account* 
They simply studied whether low angle, in itself, causes perceived 
dominance* \ 
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Table 1 
Analysis of Variance j 



Source 


SS 


1 df 


MS/ 


F 


f " - 

Between judges 


12 


44 




/ 


Within 


59 


315 






treatments 


"53 


7 


7.57 


398.4* 


Residuals 


■ ■ 


308 


.019 




Totals 


71 






■ • 



* Note* — The analysis of variance for correlated measures 
was performed after a logarithmic transformation* 

* *i(p<.0Q01 



Table 3 



Shot/Distance Continuum 



Shot' 


Mean Distance 
(Incites ) 


Standard Deviation 

J 

J - ' # 


Zone (Hall,, 1966) 
Name Dimensions (inches) 


* 

A 


10.0 


ft 1 


far intimate 


4 

6-18 */ , -»• 


B 


20,1 


! ; 12,2 


close personal 


18-30 


,C 


30.8 


it. 9 


far personal* 


J 30-48- ; 


D 


43.6 


23.5 


* 

far personal, 


30-48 


£ 


65.0 


27,9 


close social 4 


48-84 




87.5 


35,8 


far social 


84-144' 


/ 6 


118 ,6 * * 


45,7 


far social 


84-144 * ; . 

: * 1 * 


H 


167.7 


54,6 


close public 


144-300 * . 



* *■ 

■* > 

# 

* * 
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Fig, 1 Para-Proxemlc Model 
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Given certain "situational variables/ 1 a viewer sees a .television image by*-way of a 
I "framing variable*" The "framing variable" may create a 'Vediated viewer/image distance* 1 
and may also portray dist^ices within the action* Such "portrayed distances" can be * 
either objective or stffej^etive depending upon the use of objective or subjective shots*. 
•*The relationship between two characters or between a character and an object can be 
portrayed either objectively or subjectively. Relationships between objects, however, * 
can only be portrayed objectively el&ce, by definition', the subjective shot represents 
animate perception^ ^ 
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Fig^ 2 - Distance Measuring Device 
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1) white -legal size paper vith scaled line 

2) moveable strip of paper vith black silhouette (^eft) 
2) moveable strip of paper with black silhouette (Right) 
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